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of shorelines spread either side of the mean projected shoreline. Seaward, they 
are projections of less erosion, landward of more erosion. Since the mean 
projection can have no commonly understood probability, neither can these 
projections. 
  
Preferred Recommendation. 
  
We recommend that the intended procedures for arriving at these lines be 
retained, but that they be re-titled as follows: 

• 50% exceedance line to become the most likely 50 years shoreline 
projection, arrived at by modelling*.  

• 90%  exceedance line to become the optimistic 50 years shoreline 
projection, arrived at by modelling*. (Optimistic because this is the least 
eroded projection)  

• 10% exceedance line to become the pessimistic 50 years shoreline 
projection, arrived at by modelling*. (Pessimistic because this is the most 
eroded projection)  

• 1% ecceedance line to become the very pessimistic 50 years shoreline 
projection, arrived at by modelling*. 

* The 50 year modelling of changes in shoreline position includes unavoidable 
inherent uncertainties. 
  
These descriptions would, we believe, convey the modelled results in a form that 
will best enable non-scientists to comprehend and consider the risk levels. 
  
Fall-back recommendation. 
  
We believe that erosion projections expressed as above would gain general 
acceptance, and generate the desired responses. People’s life experience tells 
them that coastal science cannot forecast 50 or 100 years out ‘with 50% 
probability’ where beaches will finish up as the result of global warming. To claim 
this accuracy, as the draft does at present, would discredit the Act in most 
people’s eyes, from the outset.   
  
However, if the above argument and preferred recommendation is not accepted, 
we submit that referring to the shoreline projections in terms of their ‘exceedance’ 
will be misunderstood, wellnigh universally, outside the scientific/statistically 
literate community. Typically the comment on the draft is “what’s exceedance, it 
sounds scary and I don’t understand it”. Importantly also, its use on S.149 
certificates would, we believe, seriously devalue coastal properties.  
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Our fall-back recommendation is that the term ‘exceedance’ be dropped, and the 
references to the four lines for 50 years risk assessment be as follows: 

• The shoreline which erosion has a 90% possibility of reaching in 50 years.  
• The shoreline which erosion has a 50% possibility of reaching in 50 years.  
• The shoreline which erosion has a 10% possibility of reaching in 50 years.  
• The shoreline which erosion has a 1% possibility of reaching in 50 years. 

The use of ‘possibility’, rather than ‘likelihood’ or ‘probability’, in these 
descriptions is appropriate in view of the compounded uncertainties in coastal 
hazard studies.   
 
We are particularly pleased to see mention of the nourishment and sand 
scraping, each of which we feel is applicable to our particular problem. 
 
ELAINE PEARCE, 
PRESIDENT – OLD BAR BEACH SAND REPLENISHMENT GROUP INC 
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